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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

Claims 1, 7, 9-10, 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Breed (U.S. Patent No. 5,684,701). 

As to claims 1,16, Breed discloses an apparatus for protecting occupants of a 
vehicle, the apparatus comprising an object detector configured to be installed within 
the vehicle and to monitor a position of an object relative to the vehicle (See abstract); a 
processor (See abstract) in communication with the object detector and configured to be 
installed within the vehicle and to determine a likelihood of a collision between the 
vehicle and the object based upon data received from the object detector and a 
calculated future path of the vehicle (See col. 9, lines 53-66) (potential path of the 
vehicle and future collision avoidance are accounted for the future path of the vehicle); a 
deployment device in communication with the processor and configured to be installed 
within the vehicle and to deploy a reversible physical safety countermeasure (braking 
system; see col. 9, lines 42-52) before the collision occurs if the processor determines 
that the collision is likely (See abstract). 
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As to claim 7, Breed discloses the object detector includes a radar based device 
(See col. 4, lines 38-41). 

As to claim 9, Breed discloses the physical countemieasure is configured to at 
least one apply a brake on the vehicle (See col. 9, lines 42-52). 

As to claim 10. Breed discloses a vehicle movement detector in communication 
with the processor and configured to monitor movement of the vehicle, the processor 
being configured to determine a likelihood of a collision between the vehicle and the 
object based upon data received from the vehicle movement detector (See abstract). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2-6 1 1-15,17-20, 24, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Breed (U.S. Patent No. 5,684.701) in view of Hu et al. (U.S. Patent 

No.6.883.631). 

As to claim 2, 17 Breed discloses all but fails to specifically disclose that the 
processor is configured to determine a likelihood of a collision between the vehicle and 
the object occurring within less than 1 second after a present time. In an analogous art, 
Hu et al, disclose the processor is configured to detemriine a likelihood of a collision 
between the vehicle and the object occurring (wherein sufficient time is provided to 
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deploy the external bag (deployment device) see col. 2, lines 7-16). Considered as the 
occurrence is within less than 1 second after a present time. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the system of 
Breed with that of Hu by having the processor configured to determine the likelihood 
between the vehicle and the object occurring within less than 1 second after a present 
time in order to control the deployment device (inflatable confinements). 

As to claim 1 1 , Breed discloses a method of protecting occupants of vehicles 
comprising the steps of sensing (detecting) that a vehicle is likely to be involved in a 
collision and wherein the sensing including calculating a future path of the vehicle (See 
col. 9, lines 53-66) (potential path of the vehicle and future collision avoidance are 
accounted for the future path of the vehicle); and deploying (See abstract) a safety 
countermeasure (braking; see col. 9, lines 42-52) before the collision and in response to 
the sensing step. Breed fails to specifically disclose that the collision occurring within 
less than 1 second after a present time. In an analogous art, Hu et al, disclose the 
processor is configured to determine a likelihood of a collision between the vehicle and 
the object occurring (wherein sufficient time is provided to deploy the external bag 
(deployment device) see col. 2, lines 7-16). Considered as the occurrence is within less 
than 1 second after a present time. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to modify the system of Breed with that of Hu et al. by 
having the processor configured to determine the likelihood between the vehicle and the 
object occurring within less than 1 second after a present time in order to control the 
deployment device (inflatable confinements). 
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As to claim 3, 5-6, 19, 24, Breed discloses the deployment device is configured 
to deploy an irreversible physical safety countermeasure (See abstract) before the 
collision occurs; and deploy a reversible physical safety countermeasure (braking 
system; see col. 9, lines 42-52) before the collision occurs (See abstract). Breed fails to 
specifically disclose that the processor is likely to determine the collision is within a first 
time period after a present time. In an analogous art, Hu et al. disclose if the processor 
determines that the collision is likely within a first time period after a present time and If 
the processor determines that the collision is likely within a second time period after the 
present time (wherein sufficient time is provided to deploy the external bag (deployment 
device) see col. 2, lines 7-16). Considered as the occurrence is within a first time period 
after a present time and a second time period after a present time. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the 
system of Breed with that of Hu et al. by having the processor configured to determine 
the likelihood between the vehicle and the object occurring within a time period in order 
to control the deployment device (inflatable confinements). 

As to claim 4, Breed discloses an irreversible physical safety countermeasure is 
deployed as discussed wherein one would consider a speed of the vehicle to be above 
a threshold speed using the speed detector (See 9, lines 42-52). 

As to claims 12-13, 18, 20, Breed discloses all but fails to specifically disclose the 
sensing includes monitoring a position of an object relative to the vehicle and sensing 
that the vehicle is likely to be involved in a collision with the object; and monitoring the 
movement of the vehicle. In an analogous art, Hu et al. disclose the sensing includes 
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monitoring a position of an object relative to the vehicle and sensing that the vehicle is 
likely to be involved in a collision with the object; and monitoring the movement of the 
vehicle (See col. 12, lines 58-67). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to modify the system of Breed with that of Hu et al. by 
monitoring the position of an object relative to the vehicle in order to control the 
deployment device. 

As to claim 14, Breed discloses the monitoring step includes at least one of 
vehicle speed (See col. 9, lines 42-52). 

As to claim 15, Breed discloses the physical safety countermeasure is configured 
to at least one of change inflating an air bag (See abstract). 

As to claims 21-23, 25-29, Breed discloses the plurality of location coordinates 
(See col. 4, lines 64-67) but fail to specifically disclose the decision rating is calculated 
as an average of the factors. In an analogous art, Hu et al. disclose the determining 
steps includes calculating a plurality of factors related to movements of at least one of 
the vehicle and an object; calculating a decision rating based upon the factors; and 
comparing the decision rating to a threshold value (See Fig. 20); also Hu et al. disclose 
the decision rating is calculated as an average of the factors (See col. 2,lines 1-45) ; 
and Hu discloses the factors include at least one of an offset from lane center missed 
distance (See col. 2, lines 7-15). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to modify the system of Breed with that of Hu et al. by 
calculating a decision rating and calculating a plurality of factors related to movements 
in order to controllably inflate the inflatable confinements. 
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Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Breed 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,684,701) in view of Strumolo et al. (U.S. Patent No.6,831.572). 

As to claim 8, Breed discloses all but fails to specifically disclose the deployment 
device is configured to deploy the physical safety countermeasure before the collision 
occurs if the processor determines that a probability of the collision is greater than 99%. 
In an analogous art, Strumolo et al, disclose a deployment device (airbag deployment) 
wherein factors are used in determining the probability of a collision; therefore one 
Would obviously consider deployment based on probability especially if it's greater than 
99% (See col. 5. lines 51-65). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to modify the system of Hu et al. with that of Strumolo et 
al. by determining a probability of a collision in order to improve warning system for use 
in a vehicle. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-29 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Bomya (U.S. Patent No. 6,777,927) 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Gertrude Arthur-Jeanglaude whose telephone number is 
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(571) 272-6954. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 8:30 
a.m. to 6:00 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas Black can be reached on (571) 272-6956. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status Infomriation for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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